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ABSTRACT 



The 1992-93 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty 
(NSOPF-93) , the second cycle of this study, surveyed institutions and 
faculty, with a sample of 974 public and private nonproprietary higher 
education institutions and 31,354 faculty members. The study was designed to 
provide a national profile of faculty, including their professional 
backgrounds, responsibilities, workloads, salaries, benefits, and attitudes. 
This manual was developed with the goal of providing analysts with the 
information necessary to use and interpret the NSOPF-93 public use files. 
Chapter 1 provides background information on questionnaire development, 
sampling, and data collection procedures. Chapter 2, the "Guide to the Data 
Files and Codebooks," contains information on: (1) content and organization 

of NSOPF-93 files; (2) identification codes; (3) variable names; (4) derived 
variables; (5) use of flags and weights; (6) notes on variance estimation; 

(7) using the Statistical Analysis System (SAS) and the Statistical Package 
for the Social Sciences (SPSS) to analyze the datasets; (8) a guide to 
hardcopy codebooks; and (9) a description of the NSOPF:93 electronic codebook 
for institution files. Eight appendixes provide information on data 
collection instruments, file record layouts, and codebooks. (Contains three 
exhibits.) (SLD) 
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A Note to Users of this Manual 

This manual was prepared with the goal of providing analysts with the information necessary to use and to 
interpret the public-use NSOPF-93 data. Each chapter in this manual can be read as a stand-alone document. 

Analysts desiring a practical discussion about how to use the data files can skip to Chapter 2. Chapter 1 
provides background to the study, information on questionnaire development, sampling and data collection . 
procedures. 

A Note on Data Use and Confidentiality 

The NSOPF-93 data files are released in accordance with the provisions of the Privacy Act of 1 974 [5 
U.S.C. 552a] and the National Education Statistics Act of 1994, Public Law 103-382 [20 U.S.C. 9001 et 
seq .] for protecting the confidentiality of individually identifiable respondents. The National Center for 
Education Statistics (NCES) has released the NSOPF-93 data sets to be used for statistical purposes only. 

The National Education Statistics Act of 1994 specifies that no person may: 

“(A) use any individually identifiable information furnished ... for any purpose other than a 
statistical purpose; (B) make any publication whereby the data furnished by any particular person . . . 
can be identified; or (C) permit anyone other than the individuals authorized by the Commissioner 
[of NCES] to examine the individual reports.” 

Under the law, “individually identifiable information” means “any record, response form, completed survey, 
or aggregation thereof from which information about particular individuals may be revealed.” 

The law stipulates that 

“any person who uses any data provided by [NCES], in conjunction with any other information or 
technique, to identify any individual student, teacher, administrator, or other individual and who 
knowingly discloses, publishes, or uses such data for a purpose other than a statistical purpose . . . 
shall be found guilty of a class E felony and imprisoned for not more than five years, or fined as 
specified in section 3571 or title 18, or both.” 

The NSOPF-93 restricted-use faculty data file may contain information that could lead to the inadvertent 
disclosure of a respondent’s identity. Therefore, that data file may be released only to users who have signed 
the NCES licensing agreement and affidavit of nondisclosure. 

Because NCES believed analysts would benefit from a less detailed version of the data that would not require 
their organizations to obtain a licensing agreement, NCES has conducted a deductive disclosure analysis and 
produced a public-use version of the NSOPF-93 faculty data. While the same level of detail could not be 
provided, every attempt was made to retain as many variables and as many variable categories as possible 
without posing a disclosure risk. This document is a user’s manual for the public-use faculty data and for the 
public-use institution data. 
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1. NSOPF-93: Technical Information 



1.1 Overview 



The 1992-93 National Study of Postsecondaiy Faculty (NSOPF-93) was sponsored by the U.S. Department 
of Education's National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). The study received additional support from 
the National Science Foundation (NSF) and the National Endowment for the Humanities (NEH). It was 
conducted by NORC, the National Opinion Research Center at the University of Chicago, under contract to 

NCES. 



The first cycle of NSOPF was conducted in 1987-88 (NSOPF-88) with a sample of 480 institutions 
(including 2-year, 4-year, doctoral-granting, and other colleges and universities), over 3,000 department 
chairpersons, and over 1 1,000 faculty. The second cycle of NSOPF, conducted in 1992-93, was limited to 
surveys of institutions and faculty, but with a substantially expanded sample of 974 public and private 
nonproprietary higher education institutions and 3 1,354 faculty. The study was designed to provide a 
national profile of faculty: their professional backgrounds, responsibilities, workloads, salaries, benefits, and 

attitudes. 



1.2 Faculty Universe 

Unlike NSOPF-88, which was limited to faculty whose regular assignment included instruction, the faculty 
universe for NSOPF-93 was expanded to include all those who were designated as faculty, whether or not 

their responsibilities included instruction, and other (non-faculty) personnel with instructional 

responsibilities. Under this definition, researchers and administrators and other institutional staff who hold 
faculty positions, but who do not teach, were included in the sample. Instructional staff without faculty status 
also were included. In summary, the eligible universe was defined to include: 

• full- and part-time personnel whose regular assignment included instruction; 

• full- and part-time individuals with faculty status whose regular assignment did not include 
instruction; 

• permanent and temporary personnel with any instructional duties, including adjunct, acting, or 
visiting status; 

• faculty and instructional personnel on sabbatical leave. 

Excluded from the NSOPF-93 universe of faculty were: 

• faculty and other personnel with instructional duties outside the U.S. (but not on 
sabbatical leave); 

• temporary replacements for faculty and other instructional personnel, 

• faculty and other instructional and non-instructional personnel on leave without pay; 

• graduate teaching assistants; 
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‘ ■ ' * military personnel who taught only ROTC courses; 

• instructional personnel supplied by independent contractors. 

1.3 Sample Design 

A two-stage stratified clustered probability design was used to select the NSOPF-93 sample. The first-stage 
NSOPF-93 sampling frame consisted of the 3,256 postsecondary institutions that provided formal 
instructional programs of at least two years’ duration and that were public or private, not-for-profit. The 
sample was drawn from the 1991-92 IPEDS (Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System 1 ) Institutional 
Characteristics Survey. 

A modified Carnegie 2 classification system was used to stratify institutions according to cross-classification 
of control by type, first into 17 cells, and then into 15 strata. There were two levels of control j public and 
private, and nine types of institutions including: 

1. Research universities (public or private): These institutions offer a full range of baccalaureate 
programs, are committed to graduate education through the doctorate, and give high priority to 
research. They award 50 or more doctoral degrees each year; 

2. Other Ph.D. (public or private) These institutions offer a full range of baccalaureate programs 
and are committed to graduate education through the doctorate. They award annually at least 10 
doctoral degrees (in three or more disciplines), or 20 or more doctoral degrees in one or more 
disciplines; 3 

f A * * J , ■ 

3. Comprehensive colleges and universities (public or private): These institutions offer a full 
range of baccalaureate programs and are committed to graduate education through the master’s 

‘ degree. They award 20 or more master’s degrees annually in one or more disciplines; 

4. Liberal arts colleges (public or private): These institutions are primarily undergraduate 
colleges with a major emphasis on baccalaureate degree programs; 



IPEDS is a recurring set of surveys developed and maintained by NCES. Postsecondary education is defined by 
IPEDS as “the provision of a formal instructional program whose curriculum is designed primarily for students who 
have completed the requirements for a high school diploma or its equivalent.” This definition includes programs whose 
purpose is academic, vocational and continuing professional education and excludes avocational and adult basic 
education. IPEDS encompasses all institutional providers of postsecondaiy education in the United States and its 
outlying areas. For more information on IPEDS, see National Center for Education Statistics, IPEDS Manual for Users 
(Washington, D C.: National Center for Education Statistics, 1991 [NCES 95-724]). This manual is also distributed 
with’ IPEDS data ori CD-ROM. 

2 See A Classification of Institutions of Higher Education, (Princeton, N.J.: The Carnegie Foundation for the - 
Advancement of Teaching), 1987. Out of the 3,256 institutions, 278 could not be classified. Carnegie staff supplied 
updates for 81 institutions; the remaining group of unclassified institutions were designated as “unknown” on the 
NSOPF-93 sampling frame. These institutions were later reclassified in consultation with NCES. 

’"Other Ph.D.” institutions are included in the institutions noted as “Doctoral” in NSOPF-93. 
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5. Two-year colleges (public or private) : These institutions offer associate of arts certificate and 
degree programs and, with few exceptions, offer no baccalaureate degrees; 

6. Independent medical institutions (public or private) : Those not considered as part of a 4-year 
college or university; 

7. Religious colleges (private only); 

8. Other (public/private): Includes a wide range of professional and other specialized degree- 
granting colleges and universities; and 

9. Unknown (public/private): Carnegie classification was unknown at time of sample selection. 

1.4 First Stage Sampling 

Sampling of institutions occurred independently within strata. Because the desired sampling rates for three of 
the cells — public research, private research, and public “other Ph.D.” — were so close to 100 percent, it was 
appropriate to sample all of the institutions in those cells. Therefore, a single sampling stratum was 
constructed for these institutions, and all institutions were selected in that stratum (i.e., selected with 
certainty). Grouping these institutions together was appropriate from a sampling design and selection 
standpoint. This stratum does not comprise a group of analytic interest. 

Institutions in the other 14 strata 4 were referred to as “noncertainty” institutions. The stratum sample sizes, 
determined by a preliminary pass through the 14 strata, were allocated proportional to the total estimated 
number of faculty and instructional staff in each stratum. In those strata, the first stage selections were made 
using stratified sampling with probabilities within each stratum proportional to the expected numbers of 
. faculty and instructional staff. Systematic probability proportional to size (PPS) sampling was used with 
measure of size (MOS) equal to 41 or the estimated number of faculty (and instructional staff), whichever 
was larger. MOS was defined as the total number of faculty and instructional staff as specified in the most 
recent IPEDS Fall Staff Survey available (1991-92). Of the 3,256 institutions listed on the sample frame, 
3,106 had a MOS available. For the remaining 150 (4.6 percent) institutions for which faculty data were 
missing, MOS was imputed. 

In systematic sampling, the order in which the institutions are listed on the frame is important, as it reflects an 
implicit stratification. Within each stratum the institutions were sorted by MOS in a “serpentine” manner, 
i.e., if institutions in one stratum were sorted in ascending order by MOS, institutions in the next stratum 
were sorted in descending order, and so on. This procedure helped to balance the sample with respect to 
institution size (based on number of faculty). A total of 789 institutions was initially selected and later 
supplemented with 185 institutions for a total of 974 selected in the first stage. 

Institutions were selected in two replicates. The first replicate, “Pool 1, contained the initial sample of 
noncertainty and certainty institutions. The second replicate, “Pool 2,” was sorted into random order within 
strata and contained only noncertainty institutions. Institutions that were determined ineligible or could not 



4 The “noncertainty” sampling strata were broken down as follows: private, other Ph.D.; public, comprehensive; 
private, comprehensive; public, liberal arts; private, liberal arts; public, medical; private, medical, private, religious 
(there are no public religious colleges); public, two-year; private, two-year; public, other; private, other, public, 
unknown; and private, unknown. 
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be recruited after extensive follow-up were replaced at random by institutions within the same explicit 
stratum in Pool 2. Replacement institutions for the certainty stratum were selected at random from similar 
strata. ( Other Ph D.,” “Public Comprehensive,” and “Private Comprehensive” sampling strata were used 
for this purpose.) 

-The public-use faculty file does not allow a user to replicate the sampling stratification for institutions 
described here. However, the institution stratum variable X02_0, which is used to stratify institutions by type 
and control in NCES analytical reports, can be used to classify the entire institution frame of 3,256 
institutions. Exhibit 1-1 presents such a breakdown of the NSOPF-93 institution frame. 



Exhibit 1-1 : NSOPF-93 institution frame, by NSOPF-88 institution stratum 


* Stratum 


Percent of institutions 


Number of institutions 5 


Public research 


2.2 


* 71 


Private research 


1.0 


33 


Public doctoral 


3.0 


98 


Private doctoral 


2.6 


85 


Public comprehensive 


10.7 


348 


Private comprehensive 


8.2 


, 267 


Private liberal arts 


18.0 


586 


Public two-year. 


31.9 


1,039 


Other 


22.4 


729 


Total 


100.0 


3,256 



1.5 Second Stage Sampling 



At the second stage of sample selection, the NSOPF-93 sampling frame consisted of lists of faculty and 
instructional staff obtained from 817 participating institutions. Each institution was randomly assigned a 
target total sample size, say w, of either 41 or 42 faculty to yield the desired average cluster size of 41.5. 
Whenever an institution had fewer than 42 individuals, all faculty and instructional staff were selected. 
Otherwise, the following oversampling sizes 6 were used to select groups to ensure their adequate 
representation in the sample and to meet NSF and NEH analytic objectives: full-time females (3.36), blacks 
or Hispanics (5.60), Asians or Pacific Islanders (1.12), faculty in four NEH disciplines 
(2.24) philosophy/religion, foreign languages, English language and literature, and history — and all others 



5 The NSOPF-93 institution sampling frame included 3,256 institutions. During data collection, 1 2 institutions in the 
sample were found to be ineligible for NSOPF-93. When ineligible institutions were excluded from the sample the sum 
of weights for eligible institutions was 3 , 1 88. 

6 The oversample size for a group is the difference between the expected sample size for the group and the expected 
sample size that would have been attained if all faculty had been sampled at the same rate, i.e., in the absence of 
oversampling. 
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